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THE READER'S DIGEST 


permit the dogs to smoke for a 
longer period of time. And after 
about two years we began to see re¬ 
sults that no one could dispute.” 

In every particular, the changes in 
the lungs of a group of 24 heavy¬ 
smoking dogs (nine cigarettes a day 
—the rough daily equivalent of two 
• packs for a man of average size) 
followed the classic pattern of de¬ 
veloping cancer: proliferatio n of the 
. basal c ells of the bronchia. Mi mng, 
"giant-size d nucleT, and, finally, the 
growth oftumors. 

“At tKis point it should be empha¬ 
sized that all of the 12 dogs in whom 
the cancers developed were smoking 
unaltered cigarettes. Throughout 
"“‘"'the experiment, the researchers also 
kept close tabs on two other smok¬ 
ing groups, of 12 dogs each, in 
which no malignant changes had 
appeared. One group consisted of 
“light smokers” (the equivalent of a 
pack of unfiltcred cigarettes a day 
for a man); the other of dogs who 
smoked only filtered cigarettes (at 
the rough human equivalent of two 
packs a day). There was also a con¬ 
trol group of eigh t dog s that smoked 
no cigarettes at all, and in which no 
cancerous changes were seen. Two 
of the 12 dogs with cancer were in 
a group of heavier beagles who are 
still smoking under observation. 

Drs. Auerbach and Hammond 
point out that these results do not 
mean that either “light smoking” or 
the smoking of filter-tip cigarettes is 
“safe.” Rather, it is “reasonable to 
suppose that smoking filter-tip cig¬ 
arettes for a longer length of time 


would eventually have resulted in 
severe damage to the lungs” of the 
dogs, and that some might well have 
developed cancers. - : 5 
In any case, the difference in 
pathological findings between dogs 
on filtered and unfiltered cigarettes 
was no surprise. Leaders in cancer 
research have been saying for more 


t han ten years that reducing tar con¬ 
tent in cigarette smoke—which"ef¬ 
fect! vFfilters undeniably do—would 




reduce the risk ot lung cancer. . „, 
>Vhat are the im plications"aE these 
new studies with reg ard to adver¬ 
tising" and to g o vernment jurisdic¬ 
tion over the sale of ci garettes? For 
some time there has been agitation 
to require publication of tar and 
nicotine, data on thecigarettfe pack>~~ 
age and in advertising. SIncF 1967, 
both the Federal TradeXommission 
and the former Surgeon General, 
Dr. William H. Stewart, have been 
urging such action. And some com¬ 
panies have for several months been . 
voluntarily mentioning tar and nico¬ 
tine content in their ads. But no 
government action to require this 
information has yet been taken. The 
new findings, which.tend to support 
the belief that low-tar, cigarettes arc 


l ess likely to produce lung cancer, 
sh ould give impetus to these repeated 
recommendations. An d they cd ulcT 
well chan g e the smo king habits' of 
cou ntless A mer icans. Many brands ! 
oFfilter-tip cigarettes are now being 
sold with tar and nicotine contents 
close to, or lower than, the filter-tip 
variety used in the experiments. 
But these brands command only 
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